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Introduction

In the second half of the nineteenth century, school officials in Habsburg
Austria designed and implemented a robust system of civic education in elementary and secondary schools. This system was intended to make students
become patriotic citizens and to help them develop an attachment to the multinational Habsburg state. The officials attempted to accomplish these goals
in a way that constructively utilized existing national and regional identities,
hoping these identities could strengthen, rather than diminish, the cohesion of
Austria. Instead of attempting to forge an Austrian national identity, Austrian
civic education promoted a layered identity that allowed for ethnic, national,
and regional identities to exist within an imperial, supranational, Austrian
framework. This layered identity was unique and represented an alternative
to models of civic education that relied on language, culture, and nationality
to serve as the primary unifying force within a state.
Civic education, a state’s effort to develop the loyalty of its citizens, prepare them to operate in political and civil society, and shape the way they
regard their government, became a vital component of the public school curriculum in Europe and the United States in the second half of the nineteenth
century. On a basic level, civic education in public school taught children how
their state operated, how their government was organized, and their rights and
obligations as citizens. Civic education also helped to articulate the common
myths, heroes, and ideas that could bind a society together. It helped children
think of themselves as members of the community of the state. 1 In AustriaHungary, the Habsburg dynasty served as the strongest connective thread
binding its diverse lands and peoples, making Austrian identity an imperial
identity. This dynastic union also meant that Austrian identity was supranational in nature. An individual was Austrian because he or she lived in the
Habsburg Monarchy, not because he or she belonged to a specific national, ethnic, or linguistic group. As a result, Austrian identity was inclusive, rather than
exclusive, and could be embraced by everyone within the Monarchy’s borders.
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At the same time, this imperial, supranational Austrian identity emerged
from and in connection with national, ethnic, and regional identities. Rather
than attempt to supplant or diminish these other loyalties, Austrian educational
officials sought to use them to contribute to the development of a student’s
patriotism. These officials wanted to ensure that children developed a sense of
“Austrian-ness” in the context of these other forms of identity, which decision
makers considered crucial to the formation of Austrian identity. They assumed
that children could only become loyal, patriotic Austrians if they were also
loyal to their home province and national group.
Marsha Rozenblit has shown that the Jews of the Habsburg Monarchy
developed a tripartite identity that allowed them to be patriotic Austrians who
adopted German, Czech, or Polish culture while retaining a sense of Jewish
ethnic identity. 2 Examining civic education in the Habsburg Monarchy reveals
that such a layered identity was not typical of Jews alone. According to the
Austrian educational establishment, everyone living in the Monarchy could
possess strong ties to their home province and their national or ethnic group
and still be patriotic Austrians without contradiction.
This study explores how educational officials designed and implemented
the system of civic education that supported this layered identity in the
Austrian half of the Habsburg Monarchy from 1867–1914. It looks at how elementary and secondary schools taught and commemorated the Habsburg past,
and how schools attempted to create a pantheon of heroes that could serve as
models of patriotism for all Austrians, regardless of nationality. It also looks at
how educational officials designed this civic education curriculum and the role
teachers played in implementing it. It accomplishes these tasks by analyzing
contemporary history textbooks used in Austrian elementary and secondary
schools, pedagogical journals, school chronicles, and school inspection reports
as well as documents related to curriculum development, textbook adoption,
school construction, and teacher discipline.
While this study examines the development and implementation of curricula for all regions of Austria, it looks specifically at German-speaking
schools to see how Austria’s German population developed its national identity
in the context of a supranational, Austrian identity. Many German-speakers
considered the Monarchy to be a Germanic state and felt that German national culture deserved a privileged position within it. 3 Such perceptions
played a central role in the acrimonious nationality struggles that defined
the Monarchy’s final decades, as German nationalists blocked or resisted
concessions to the Monarchy’s other nationalities, especially the Czechs and
Slovenes. 4 Articulating the contours of these struggles has dominated the
historiography of the late Habsburg Monarchy. As a result, historians often
explore the Germans of the Monarchy through the lens of German interactions
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and conflicts with the other nationalities of the Monarchy. But this emphasis
on the nationality conflict comes at the expense of understanding how the
German populations of Austria reconciled being both German and Austrian.
Schools wanted German students to embrace the idea of a supranational
Austrian identity defined by many national cultures and to think of Austria
as a multinational state even though many Germans considered it to be a
German one. Considering the traditional cultural and economic dominance of
the Monarchy’s German population, their support for the multinational vision
of the state’s future was essential for its success.
Austrian civic education also had to contend with the fact that the unification of Germany in 1871 shut Austrian Germans out of the German
nation-state. Even though they never enjoyed broad support in the Monarchy,
German irredentist movements, like Pan-Germanism, existed in Austria and
sought to incorporate the German-speaking regions of Austria into the German
nation-state. 5 While most Germans did not sympathize with or belong to the
Pan-German movement, and Imperial Germany had no interest in becoming
an irredentist power, the existence of the Pan-German movement meant that
Habsburg officials could not assume that Austria’s Germans would naturally
be allies of the state. Austria had to develop the patriotism of Germans just as
they did the patriotism of its other nationalities.
At the same time, educational officials realized that national identity,
as well as regional identity, were important to their students. In Austrian
schools, the development of a supranational, Austrian identity went hand in
hand with the development of Heimat identity. For simplicity’s sake, Heimat
is typically translated as “homeland,” but its use and meaning are much more
complex. The meaning of Heimat, developed throughout the nineteenth century, is dependent on the philosophical and political views of the user, and can
connote a broad range of meaning. As Peter Blickle has written, Heimat has
the appearance of a specific geographic location, but is fused with romanticized and idealized notions, allowing a seemingly specific location and idea
to take on deeper meanings. At its core, the concept of Heimat emerged as a
philosophical opposition to the ideas of the Enlightenment and the impact of
industrialization. This concept remained skeptical of modern, urban spaces
while glorifying nature and the permanent and profound connection between
the land and those who lived on it. 6
Starting with the philosophy of Johann Gottfried Herder, notions of
Heimat became deeply intertwined with nationalism in general and German
nationalism in particular. Herder considered the fusion between the land, the
language, and culture of a people to be inseparable from one other. 7 During the
nineteenth century, in German-speaking Europe, the idea of Heimat emerged
as a way for nationalists to develop a sense of national community rooted in
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these perceived links between population and landscape. But even in regions
that possessed theoretical national homogeneity, local and regional identities
continued to compete with broader national identities. In the face of this competition, nationalists found themselves co-opting these local forms of identity
and folding them into the “nation.” 8 Nationalist ideas of Heimat obviously
were incompatible with the ethnically and linguistically diverse Habsburg
Monarchy, where nations did not live separately, but rather shared spaces and
history with one another. The concept of Heimat was nimble enough, however, to be used in ways that did not necessarily carry nationalistic overtones.
The Habsburg educational establishment used the term Heimat to refer to
the hometown or village of the student, and, more broadly, to the crownland
in which the student lived. 9 As a result, one’s Heimat could be shared with
multiple nationalities, if they happened to live in the same region.
Because of this, regional identity could be separated from national or ethnic identity. For example, Austria’s civic education curriculum would consider
a German student living in Prague to have a German national identity and a
Bohemian regional identity, all of which informed an Austrian state identity.
Considering the growing acrimony of the nationality struggle in Austria, one
would assume that the Habsburg Monarchy sought to diminish nationalism
among its students. This is not exactly true, however. When developing civic
education, school officials certainly sought to prevent the development of
extreme, separatist nationalism. But they also assumed it was natural for children to be proud of their national literature and culture, and to have a strong
sense of belonging to their national community. Furthermore, they hoped
that when taught properly, pride in one’s nation could lead to a strong sense
of pride in the Monarchy as a whole. 10 For this reason, the Monarchy did not
perceive national identity to develop at the expense of the broader, supranational, Austrian identity.

The Nature of Austrian Civic Education

Early scholarship dismissed the strength of Austrian identity in the Habsburg
Monarchy, and while recent historiography has successfully challenged this
assertion, it still colors discussions of Habsburg civil society. According to
traditional views of Austria-Hungary, nationalism developed at the expense
of the multinational state and proved a fatal weakness in the age of nationalism. 11 After all, diversity defined the Habsburg Monarchy. As Europe’s second
largest state, its borders stretched from the Alps to well beyond the Carpathian
Mountains. The extent of its political boundaries, however, does little to communicate its national diversity. In total, the Habsburg Monarchy officially
contained eleven nationalities, with many populations living in linguistically,
ethnically, and nationally mixed regions. Even though all states emerged from
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accidents of history, Austria-Hungary, lacking linguistic, cultural, or religious
unity, appeared to many historians to be more accidental than the rest. As a
result, they doubted Austria’s ability to establish a cohesive sense of identity
among its diverse nationalities. And yet this was not the case.
Teaching a patriotic interpretation of the Habsburg past proved essential
to Austrian civic education, and history classes in elementary and secondary
schools served as the foundation for the civic education curriculum. These
classes intentionally sought to present a view of the past that glorified the
Habsburg dynasty and the Habsburg Monarchy. They also stressed that
Habsburg rulers embodied the ideal of good governance. Students learned
that Austria’s rulers were pious, reluctant to wage war, eager to develop their
lands, and deeply interested in the welfare of their peoples. These qualities
transcended the individual rulers themselves and applied to the dynasty as
a whole. By developing this image of the dynasty, history classes helped to
establish a set of assumed characteristics all future rulers of the Monarchy
would possess. In this way, history teachers attempted to create loyalty to
the dynasty, and not just the reigning monarch. Obviously, Emperor Franz
Joseph, who reigned from 1848–1916, was an important part of any civic
education curriculum in the late Habsburg Monarchy, but officials did not
want him to be the sole focus of patriotic education. History classes represented an effort to develop long-term patriotism that was not dependent on
an individual.
History classes also stressed the legitimacy of Habsburg rule. Habsburg
emperors not only possessed the qualities needed for good leadership, but
they also possessed the legitimate right to rule their territories. To prove this,
these classes included curriculum about the history of the Habsburg lands,
and methodically demonstrated how and why the Habsburg dynasty obtained
its territories. This task required history lessons to teach the history of every
region that would become the Habsburg Monarchy. So, for example, the curriculum mandated that students learn the history of the Kingdom of Bohemia
and the Kingdom of Hungary prior to their acquisition by the Habsburgs.
This process was an important part of establishing a “mental map” of the
Monarchy, which encouraged students to conceptualize the state as a natural
byproduct of history.
At the same time, Austrian civic education was more than a simple glorification of the dynasty. It also taught students how to be patriotic members
of the Habsburg state by providing examples of loyalty from Austria’s past.
History lessons sought to establish a canon of patriotic heroes who embodied
the principles of sacrifice and loyalty even though they were not members of
the ruling family. These lessons also used the crises of the Monarchy’s past
to demonstrate how the peoples of the Monarchy rallied in defense of their
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country and their dynasty. These examples served two major purposes: they
showed that the Monarchy was united in the face of opposition while also
providing model behavior for students to emulate.
Austria’s civic education curriculum also embraced the Monarchy’s diversity, presenting the state as a family of nations, diverse in its languages,
customs, and religions, but united by a shared history, shared struggles, and
a shared dynasty. Geography classes provided the clearest opportunity to discuss the Monarchy’s diversity. In these classes, students learned about the
Monarchy’s nationalities and its diverse landscapes. At the same time, history
and geography classes at all levels of elementary and secondary education
subtly, but powerfully, reinforced the political and economic unity of the
Monarchy. Every classroom contained maps of the whole Monarchy, and for at
least eight years, students learned about the Monarchy’s history and geography.
School celebrations reinforced the civic education students received in
the classroom. These celebrations occurred several times throughout the
year, commemorating patriotic holidays and anniversaries. Events like the
emperor’s name day, the anniversary of the Habsburg inheritance of Austria,
and imperial jubilees allowed speakers to praise the virtues of the Habsburg
dynasty and reiterate the unity of the Monarchy. School administrators, local
and provincial school boards, and the Ministry of Religion and Education organized these events, and local dignitaries and officials attended them to lend a
sense of importance. While planning larger community events, Monarchy officials often included schools and schoolchildren. Having children’s parades or
having schoolchildren attend concerts and other events allowed the Monarchy
to display its vitality and future, by showcasing its children, while also supplementing the patriotic education of the children in attendance.
The alignment between school events and school curriculum illustrates
the degree to which Austrian civic education was an effort to shape collective
memory as much as it was a tool for patriotic development. The notion of collective memory refers not only to an accepted interpretation of the past shared
by a community, but also to the ways in which this interpretation influences
how that community views itself and others.12 While scholars have debated the
nature and concept of collective memory, there is general agreement that it is
an important part of the creation and maintenance of social groups. Moreover,
political authorities play an important role in crafting this memory. Not only
do historical legends and myths help to legitimize political structures, but as
Pierre Nora has noted, collective memory, especially memorials and commemorations, helps a society compensate for the lack of “organic unity.”13 The
teaching of history in public schools is perhaps the most important tool for the
cultivation of collective memory, and this task often causes the teaching of
history to differ from the act of historical research. While historical research
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aims to discover the past objectively, teaching history often seeks to confirm
existing beliefs. While collective memory is shaped by political battles and
the social context of the time, as Roland Barthes reminds us, it also aims to
provide “blissful clarity” to a complicated past. 14

The Structural Foundations of Austrian Civic Education

The Habsburg Monarchy was able to influence the development of historical
memory because it possessed a strong system of public education capable of
reaching the majority of its children. A developed bureaucracy, supervised
by the Ministry of Religion and Education, managed Austria’s schools and
crafted educational curriculum in conjunction with the local and provincial
school boards. Like other parts of the Monarchy’s government, its educational
system possessed a degree of centralization, but still allowed for local administration. The Ministry of Religion and Education controlled the secondary
school curriculum, established general guidelines for the elementary school
curriculum, and distributed funds to schools. It also reviewed and approved
all textbooks and educational material used in schools. Local and provincial
school boards, however, possessed enormous control over education. They
established the elementary school curriculum and supervised the hiring, disciplining, and dismissal of teachers. Surprisingly, this division of authority
did not result in substantial differences in education throughout the provinces
of Austria. School hours, curricula content, and even the textbooks used in
classes were consistent, regardless of school.
The Ministry of Religion and Education, along with local and provincial
school boards, also supervised teachers. In the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, the ministry and school boards revised disciplinary protocols in an
effort to limit the political activities of teachers. School officials were concerned that overly political teachers would be a negative influence on students
or would foster the development of unsavory political opinions. This was
especially true with regard to nationalism.
Recent scholarship shows that teachers were among the most active
participants in nationalist movements in the Monarchy. Conflict among nationalists over the languages used in schools and the right of national minorities
to have their own schools ensured that education remained at the forefront of
the Monarchy’s increasingly bitter nationality struggle. The work of Pieter
Judson, Hannelore Burger, Tara Zahra, and others proves that nationalist organizations had a vested interest in recruiting teachers sympathetic to their
cause. 15 School officials actively sought to diminish nationalist influence over
schools by punishing teachers who overtly politicized their classroom or were
too closely affiliated with extreme nationalist organizations. The fact that officials did not want teachers participating in these organizations is not unusual,
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considering that many extreme nationalist groups often caused civic unrest,
held disruptive demonstrations, and, in some cases, even espoused disloyalty
to the Austrian state. However, prohibitions limiting the political activities
of teachers did not single out nationalist organizations alone. Disciplinary
guidelines prohibited all forms of extreme political participation, and school
officials were just as worried about radical socialist teachers, for example, as
they were about extreme nationalist teachers.

Contextualizing Austrian Civic Education
Ultimately, Austrian civic education represented a sophisticated, welldeveloped effort by the state to increase the loyalty of its citizens while
acknowledging that the Habsburg Monarchy was a diverse, multinational
state. Austrian civic education did not try to create an Austrian national
identity, nor did it try to supplant the ethnic, national, or religious identities of
the Monarchy’s peoples. Instead, it attempted to create a layered identity that
allowed for ethnic, national, and religious identities to exist in concert with
a supranational, Austrian identity. In fact, pedagogical leaders assumed that
children could only become loyal, patriotic Austrians if they also possessed
loyalty to their nations and their regions. Traditionally, historians have largely
overlooked the complexity of Austrian identity, focusing instead on the
acrimony of the nationality struggle.
In the decades after World War I, studies considered the Monarchy’s
national diversity to be the primary cause for the state’s collapse in 1918; a
dynastic, multinational state was too anachronistic to survive in the era of nationalism and the nation-state. Oscar Jászi was among the first to articulate this
view. His 1929 study The Dissolution of the Habsburg Monarchy famously
examined the problems of the Habsburg state through a crisp analysis of the
centripetal forces working to keep the Monarchy together and the centrifugal
forces working to pull the Monarchy apart. While Jászi identified several
centripetal forces—the army, the dynasty, the bureaucracy, the aristocracy,
the Roman Catholic Church, capitalism, and socialism—all of these were too
weak to overcome the primary centrifugal force: nationalism. Jászi viewed
the nationality conflict as a force tearing apart the cohesion of the Monarchy,
ultimately destroying it. 16
Even though recent scholarship has exposed the limitations of Jászi’s conclusions, they nevertheless shaped historical understanding of the Habsburg
Monarchy well into the last decades of the twentieth century. For example,
Robert Kann’s 1950 landmark study, The Multinational Empire: Nationalism
and National Reform in the Habsburg Monarchy, 1848–1918, built upon Jászi’s
work, presenting the Monarchy’s diversity as an insurmountable barrier to
cohesion and success. In this formulation, loyalty to the nation was innate,
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and those living within the Habsburg Monarchy instinctively identified with
their own nations. In fact, nationalism was so fundamental that the activities
of national organizations were like a “surgeon restoring the natural function
of a limb.” 17 Nationalists did not create nationalist sentiment; they were simply
reviving a naturally occurring impulse. Once nationalist movements developed, they gained widespread acceptance quickly. 18 Because nationalism was
natural and widely supported, the Habsburg Monarchy could never hope to be
a centralized state, nor was there the possibility for a supranational Habsburg
identity. For Kann, the trajectory of history was moving toward the establishment of independent nation-states, a trajectory that made it impossible for the
Habsburg Monarchy to survive.
The intricacies of the Czech/German nationalist struggle reveal the extent
to which Kann overemphasized the national polarization of the Habsburg
Monarchy. Looking at nationalist development in Prague, Gary Cohen finds
that the construction of national loyalty was a work in progress throughout
the final decades of the nineteenth century. Far from being innate, the development of German nationalism occurred in reaction to the growth of Czech
nationalism. While the Germans certainly believed in the superiority of their
language and culture, they did not see themselves exclusively as a national or
ethnic group. 19 Germans only developed this sense in the 1860s once Czech
nationalists began pushing for language equality, started moving into Prague
in large numbers, and the Czech national movement threatened German cultural and political power. In this way, German nationalism in the Bohemian
lands was a reactive force responding to the Czech nationalist challenge to
German cultural dominance.
Interestingly, Czech nationalism was reactive as well, resulting from the
fear of German domination during and after the Revolutions of 1848. The
Frankfurt Assembly’s attempt to include Bohemia in a unified German state
spurred Czech nationalists into activity. They assumed that if Bohemia was
bound to a new Germany, Germanization efforts would intensify and Czech
language and culture would disappear. 20 Even though the Frankfurt Assembly
failed, Czechs felt the need to fight against perceived threats to Czech national
survival in Bohemia. Moreover, pre-national, local identities persisted through
the nineteenth century, and nationalist groups had to work diligently to win
over local populations. Nations did not experience an “awakening” in the
nineteenth century, but rather were forged by nationalist groups. Nationalism
was not restorative, as previously assumed, but rather was constructive. 21
The widespread national indifference among rural populations that occupied the “language frontiers,” regions containing more than one linguistic
group, illustrates this fact. Even though nationalist organizations long considered rural populations the “heart” of the nation, these populations were largely
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indifferent to the nationality struggle. Not only were peasants on the language
frontier uninterested in the battle over language, education, and culture, but
they did not largely think of themselves in national terms at all. 22 Nationalist
groups aggressively tried to end national indifference, which they considered
a substantial challenge to their cause, but Czechs and Germans outside of these
groups were able to coexist in their communities without strife. 23 In order to
combat national indifference, nationalists often resorted to coercion and legal
force to make students attend Czech or German schools, at times overriding
parental wishes. 24
It is clear from recent scholarship that the Habsburg Monarchy was not
a state populated by well-defined nationalities. Nationalists had to work to
develop national identification among the Monarchy’s population. The fluidity
of national identity provided Austrian officials with the opportunity to develop identification with the supranational Habsburg state among the children
of the Monarchy. Nevertheless, historians generally have concluded that the
Habsburg Monarchy did not effectively develop a system of civic education to
foster this identification. Jászi offered the first assessment of Habsburg civic
education, concluding that it was too backward-looking, too attached to tradition, and too reactive to adequately address the challenge at hand. He sharply
criticized the efforts of the Habsburg state to build loyalty among its citizens as
nothing more than outdated dynasty worship. Simply glorifying the Monarchy
and emphasizing the historical foundation of the state was too old-fashioned,
too quaint, and too inconsistent to be effective in the age of nationalism. 25
It is worth noting that Jászi reached these conclusions without conducting
substantive research on the Monarchy’s system of civic education. In spite of
this, his view of the Habsburg state and its efforts to forge a civic identity has
persisted in Habsburg historiography. As recently as 2005, Robert Nemes reiterated the core of Jászi’s thesis. While he credits the “resilience” of Habsburg
authority, he ultimately concludes that in the late Habsburg Monarchy
the Habsburgs had rarely felt the need to court their subjects. . . . Decision
makers in Vienna were slow to engage in what Oscar Jászi once called
“civic education”—namely to use schools, religious bodies, literature,
the press, the army, and other institutions to produce state solidarity
and internal cohesion. . . . They failed to realize that, even before the
emergence of mass politics at the end of the century, they had to win the
“hearts and minds” of their subjects. 26

Compared to the nationalist program of the Hungarians, Germans, and
Czechs, Nemes finds the Habsburg officials to be outmatched and unprepared
for the challenge such national programs posed to cohesion of the state. As
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with Jászi, Nemes makes these assertions without rigorous examination of the
Monarchy’s civic education efforts.
In spite of these assumptions, the Monarchy did in fact work to develop
the loyalty of its citizens, and Habsburg officials were deeply concerned with
the “hearts and minds” of the Monarchy’s inhabitants. Daniel Unowsky’s
study of public celebration and ceremony in Austria shows that the Habsburg
Monarchy deftly utilized public ceremony and celebration in an attempt to
strengthen loyalty to the dynasty and to the state. Far from being inflexible
and unable to adjust to emerging challenges, Habsburg officials adapted their
strategies and critically evaluated the success and failure of their efforts. For
example, when observers criticized Emperor Franz Joseph’s early inspection
tours for being too scripted and cold, plans for subsequent tours allowed local dignitaries to assist in the creation of the imperial itinerary, in an effort
to make the monarch look more accessible. 27 Habsburg officials used major
Catholic festivals and imperial jubilees to reinforce the message of dynastic
and state loyalty in school programs, popular publications, public performances, and even in memorabilia created and sold by private manufacturers.
While all efforts did not succeed, the state was actively interested in ensuring
loyalty to the Monarchy.
This interest does not necessarily mean that the Monarchy wanted to
combat nationalism, per se. Instead, they were eager to “tame” nationalism,
mitigating the impact of radical or separatist nationalism, and harnessing it for
the broader goal of state loyalty. This is not only true in Austrian schools, but
also in those of the Monarchy’s newest territories, Bosnia and Herzegovina.
There, officials understood that school instruction could be a valuable tool for
teaching state loyalty. When Habsburg officials created schools in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, they established an educational curriculum that attempted to diminish Bosnian identification with the Serbs and tied Bosnia and Herzegovina
to the Dual Monarchy. 28 In short, Habsburg administration of Bosnia and
Herzegovina specifically developed and endorsed a system of civic education
within the new provinces.
In fact, in the late nineteenth century, Austrian civic education shared
the same goals as that of other states, especially France, Germany, and the
United States. This shared experience has often been overlooked by historians.
Scholars of the Habsburg Monarchy have primarily focused on the nationality
struggle in Austria schools, emphasizing the unique challenge this posed to
the development of education in the state. Meanwhile, those offering comparative studies of the history of education typically have focused on the United
States, France, the United Kingdom, and Germany, overlooking Southern
and East-Central Europe. And yet, these studies have not only noted the link
between education and the growth of nationalism, but also the ways in which
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governments attempted to use education to overcome the challenges created
by the development of modern, industrial societies. 29 The fact that Habsburg
officials similarly grappled with these wider concerns suggests that its political
struggles over education were not unique.
Each of these states attempted to use public education to create patriotic
and loyal citizens, to overcome the social divisions produced by industrialization and urbanization, and to shape the way their citizens conceptualized
their country and their neighbors. This process required more than simply
appealing to nationalist sentiments. Just as in the Habsburg Monarchy, nationalism in France, Germany, and the United States did not occur naturally.
It needed to be encouraged. Public schools were so essential to making the
citizens of France “French” that the leaders of the Third Republic considered
teachers to be national missionaries as well as educators. 30 Schools were a
vital government outpost in rural France and allowed the central government
a strong presence in the remote regions. By making primary and secondary
education free and secular, a task largely achieved by 1881, republican officials
ensured that regional dialects and linguistic variations were diminished and
educational curriculum standardized. 31 While the primary goal of public education was, in fact, to educate and to eliminate illiteracy, schools also provided
an unparalleled chance for the state to engender French nationalism among
its people. Through effective use of history and geography lessons, schools
taught that the first obligation of all French citizens was to defend France and
that their loyalty lay with France, not their village or region. 32
While some historians, like James Lehning, contend that French rural
populations thought of themselves in national terms throughout most of the
nineteenth century, there is nevertheless broad consensus that teachers were
“agents of the state in the provinces” and that government officials saw education as an effective tool in shaping the loyalty of its citizens. 33 For Lehning,
French officials used public education to teach a specific form of French nationalism, one that emphasized the values of citizenship, civic participation,
and loyalty to the state. In other words, it made citizens. 34 Teaching of national
loyalty was inseparable from teaching state loyalty.
French nation-building in Alsace and Lorraine reveals that borderlands
often presented the greatest challenge to such civic education efforts, even in
“natural” nation-states, like France. Louis XIV annexed the two provinces,
which were on the border of France and the German states, in the seventeenth
century. Even though they remained part of France until 1871, the population of
Alsace and Lorraine possessed the same level of national ambiguity and indifference present in the linguistically mixed regions of the Habsburg Monarchy.
As a result, when Germany obtained Alsace and Lorraine in 1871, after defeating the French in the Franco-Prussian War, the new German state engaged
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in intense Germanization in these provinces. When France regained them
following World War I, they were the target of equally intense Gallicization
by the Third Republic. 35 Both Germany and France used public education
in Alsace and Lorraine in an attempt to make the populations more closely
identify with the German or French nation (depending on who controlled the
provinces) and to adopt either the German or French language. Moreover, both
states used similar tactics and approaches to this nation-building, in spite of
the differences in national and political culture. 36
Of course, in many ways, Third Republic France and Imperial Germany
shared similar problems with regard to nation- and state-building. Like the
Third Republic, the Second Reich had to find a way to use nationalism to
strengthen loyalty to a new political body. Even though German nationalism
helped produce the unification of Germany, loyalty to the Prussian king turned
German emperor was not guaranteed. The new German state was composed
of twenty-seven constituent states, each with their own histories and character. Furthermore, educational policy technically was implemented at the
state level. For the new Germany to succeed, it had to ensure that Germans
were loyal to the empire, not just their state. 37 The new German education
system sought to build loyalty to the empire by making connections between
the German past and the new German state. Educational officials attempted
to diminish the differences between the constituent states and emphasize
the German Empire as the fulfillment of German nationalism. 38 Moreover,
German schools used history and literature classes to portray the unity of the
German people. 39
The parallels between civic education in “nation-states,” like France and
Germany, and in the Habsburg Monarchy shows that the Monarchy was hardly
the outlier it was previously assumed to be. Shaping the civic values of a
population, overcoming regionalism, and coping with ethnic and linguistic
diversity were universal challenges, even in states that theoretically possessed
homogenous national cultures. In many ways, however, civic education in the
United States provides the most interesting parallel with that of the Habsburg
Monarchy. Like the Monarchy, the United States possessed a large, diverse
population. As immigration to the United States rapidly increased in the nineteenth century, education was a crucial tool for creating state loyalty. Also,
like the Habsburg Monarchy, the United States’ central government had a
limited ability to shape education policy. In spite of these shared challenges,
these two states embraced alternative strategies toward patriotic development.
While the Monarchy chose to build a system of civic education predicated
on its diversity, the United States embraced a system designed around aggressive Americanization. American education reformers, like their French
counterparts, perceived schools to be the ideal way to create “good citizens.” 40
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Education reformers in the United States sought to assimilate and Americanize
the children of immigrants, although they differed on the best way to achieve
these goals. Some felt that only “complete divestment” from native culture
would allow for assimilation to take hold, while others felt that embracing
cultural diversity while reinforcing core “American” values like democracy,
civic duty, and order would help immigrants become “American.” 41
To teach these values American schools utilized history courses in the
same way that Austrian schools did. Schools taught characteristics like “love
of liberty, courage, honor, and justice” through the biographies of famous
historical personalities. 42 Of course, in the United States, teaching immigrants
English was an important part of making them “American,” and linguistic
unity became a way of overcoming the challenges created by the diverse population of the United States. 43 After 1867, this was not possible in the Habsburg
Monarchy. The Ausgleich of 1867 and the Austrian December Constitution
guaranteed citizens the right to be educated in their mother tongue and
protected the right of nationalities to develop their national culture. Civic
education in Austria could never rely on language or culture to provide a
source of cohesion or identity. Though they shared many similarities, civic
education in the United States and in Austria differed in one major way: the
United States sought to create a national identity out of its diverse population,
while Austria sought to create a supranational identity.
In this regard, Austrian civic education was fundamentally different than
that of its neighbors. No other state attempted to forge a supranational, layered
identity capable of applying to anyone, as long as they lived in the borders
of the state. Even though Austria used public education as a tool for civic
education in a manner similar to its neighbors, Austria was the only country
that did not try to fashion itself as a nation-state. Because of this, studying
civic education and identity in Austria provides compelling insight into the
complex intersection of loyalty, identity, and the state in Europe at the dawn
of the twentieth century.

A Note on Place Names

Because of the ethnic and linguistic diversity of the Habsburg Monarchy, the
names of regions, cities, and other places creates a thorny problem for historians. Even in regions without German populations, Habsburg officials often
used German names. Obviously, local populations had their own names for
these same places. Also, many cities and regions had mixed populations, and
these populations referred to these cities and regions by separate names. In
order to reflect this diversity and to avoid unintentionally favoring one national
group over another, this study will provide all of the names used by local
populations to refer to their city, unless the city has an Anglicized alternative,
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like Vienna, Prague, or Cracow. In cases where city names are used to refer
to peace treaties, diets, or other forms of diplomatic correspondences, this
study will use the city name most commonly associated with the event—for
example, the Diet of Pressburg.
Concerns over nomenclature even extend to the name of the Habsburg
state. 44 With the Ausgleich of 1867, the Habsburg Monarchy became the Dual
Monarchy of Austria-Hungary, comprised of two autonomous and sovereign
states sharing a common ruler, common foreign policy, and a common military. The western part of the Dual Monarchy, usually referred to as Austria,
formally became “The Kingdoms and Lands Represented in the Imperial
Parliament” and the Kingdom of Hungary formally became “The Lands of the
Holy Hungarian Crown of St. Stephen.” Austria and Hungary each had their
own prime ministers, cabinets, and parliaments, which controlled their individual domestic affairs.45 When referring to the entirety of the Habsburg lands,
this study will use the terms the “Habsburg Monarchy,” “Austria-Hungary,” or
“Dual Monarchy.” The terms “Austria” or “Cisleithania” will be used to refer
to “The Kingdoms and Lands Represented in the Imperial Parliament,” and
Hungary to refer to “The Lands of the Holy Hungarian Crown of St. Stephen.”
When discussing the history of the Monarchy before 1867, this study will often
refer to policy makers or the Habsburg armed forces as “Austrian,” reflecting
the fact that contemporary sources referred to these entities using this adjective. Additionally, this study will use the term “Habsburg hereditary lands”
when referring to the Austrian provinces of Lower Austria, Upper Austria,
Salzburg, Tyrol, Vorarlberg, Styria, Carinthia, and Carniola.
Like the Habsburg Monarchy, the Ottoman Empire was a multinational
state. Contemporary writers in the Habsburg Monarchy, however, often failed
to differentiate between the term “Ottoman” and “Turk,” using them as synonyms. When paraphrasing authors or providing direct quotations, this study
will use these terms interchangeably, as the authors did. Outside of these
circumstances, this study will use the term “Ottoman,” to reflect the multinational and multiethnic composition of the Ottoman state.

